are dominating the current air transport industry with the largest
the degree of impact perceived by participating airlines in alliances. It is the purpose of this paper to gather the opinion of all the airlines, belonging to the four global alliance groupings on the impact alliances have had on their n-allic and on their performance in general To achieve this, a comprehensive survey of the alliance management departments of airlines participating in the four global strategic alliances was carried out. With this fiamework the survey has examined which type of cooperation among carriers (FFP, Code Share, Strategic Alliance without antitrust immunity, Strategic Alliance with antitrust immunity) has produced the most positive impact on traffic and which type of route (short haul, long haul, hub-hub, hub-non hub, non hub-non hub) has been mostly affected. In addition, the respondent airlines quantified the effect alliances have had on specific areas of their operation, such as load factors, tmftic, costs, revenue and fares. Their responses have been analysed under each global alliances grouping, under airline and under geographic region to establish which group, type of carrier and geographic region has benefited most. The results show that each of the four global alliances groupings has experienced different results according to the type of coUaboration agreed amongst their member airlines.
Introduction
Alliances are generally a strategy that companies use when the acquisition of another company or internal development as means of growing is not an option. Sometimes even if internal development is possible, alliances are preferable as it provides quicker access to new markets. Alliances vary in degree of commitment from simple marketing cooperation to just short of complete mergers or acquisitions. Globally, mergers and acquisition deals exceeded $2,000 billions in 1999-2000 indicating, companies increasingly embark on partnerships to achieve their expansion goals and develop a world-class capability. According to Harbison and Pekar (1999 ) survey, in 1997 -1999 alone more than 20,000 alliances have been formed worldwide and, interestingly, more than half of them are between competitors.
In this respect, airline industry is not an exception. To grow naturally a carrier is also subject to restrictions such as the limitations imposed on its growing in home markets, or the lack of regulatory approval to access foreign markets, or the lack of slots at airports at which the airline wants to operate. In addition to expanding their network, through alliances airlines aim at improve revenues, reduce costs and in_-ease customer benefits.
As a result, as discussed above, in the last decade a number of aUiance groupings have emerged. Given such a dynamics in the airline industry and the current crisis due to slow down in the economy and 11th September attack, it was of interest to assess the followings:
• How do airlines perceive the impact of alliances on their operation in general and on passenger traffic in particular?.
• How different types of partnership agreements have affected the results?
• Special emphasis was given to the impact of alliances on passenger traffic, which is one of the most important factors airlines themselves and airline specialists use to determine airline and alliance performance.
In assessing the impact of alliances on passenger tra_c the following criteria were taken into account:
• This was done to establish which type of cooperation, route, alliances groupings, carrier size and geographical region has benefited most, in terms of passenger traffic, as a result of the formation of alliances.
As the questionnaire survey presented a unique opportunity to collect inside information about the impact of airline alliances, the scope of the questions was extended to cover some other specific areas of airline operations that alliances may affect, such as load factors, traffic, revenue, costs and fares. These parameters were chosen since they constitute the measures airlines use to evaluate their performance and thus any carrier entering into an alliance expects to improve such measures.
Furthermore, some questions were included to examine whether there has been satisfaction from the participation in the alliance, the degree of satisfaction arising from this participation in the alliances and how fast the impact of alliance on their operation has become evident.
The general impact of alliances on airlines operation
The findings of survey revealed that one of the key reasons for airlines decision to participate in an alliance has been a defensive move as they expressed the opinion that if an airline remained unaligned, it would be worse off losing traffic to other airlines in alliance groupings. They are also of the opinion that the alliance relationship is very complex and still developing.
In general the accession and participation in the alliances is considered successful.
While one third of participants rate their alliance cooperation as "excellent", the rest believe that the course and operation of the alliances has been so far "good". A European regional carrier expressed some reservations and preferred to take a neutral stance.
Almost all participants believe that joining the alliance grouping has led to an increase in traffic, load factor and revenue. While two thirds of participants expressed the opinion that fares have not been influenced, the rest declared that fares on routes operated jointly by partners have increasecL A large proportion of participating airlines affirms that costs have registered some reduction.
Figure 1
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To establish the degree of the impact of alliances on airlines" operation, the respondents were asked to rate the impact fi'om 1 to 5, with 1 referring to "no impact"
and 5 to "significant impact". It can be seen from fimme 2 that the most pronounced effects have _ experA'enced in the a,-_--of p_s_g_ ,*xa_c. Ne_ m _g are revenue and loaf factor. The least pronounced impacts have been observed in the areas of costs and fares. As far as costs are concerned, not only airlines have not reaped much benefit from their alliance participation but have entail certain substantial initial expenses such as 1T system harmonization, marketing and advertising expenses which could put a serious swain, at least short term, on the airlinecosts. Any significantlong-term cost reductions/syncrgies require the alignment of some product specifications, a common approach, a common fleet planningand requirenot only some time and a high degree of integration but also a major commitment on tlmpartof theallies
Figure 2
The degree of alliance impact on airline operations 
Impact of airline alliances on passenger traffic
As mentioned in the above section airlines have most benefited from participation in airline alliances in the form of increase in traffic. Almost 90% of respondents claimed that they experienced an increase in traffic between one and two years from the inception of their partnerships with other airlines. Unlike the common belief that airlines attempt to provide a seamless travel have caused the increase in passenger traffic, the respondents believe that the provision of the joint frequent flyer programme has played an important role in an upsurge in traffic. The respondents believe that the rate of increase in traffic tends to stabilise a few years after the launch of the alliance.
The impact of alliance on traffic by route type
The greatest increase in passenger traffic was observed primarily on hub-hub routes, and secondarily on hub-non-hub mutes. More specifically, the increase in passenger tratfic on the hub-hub mutes was assessed as "significant", with 45% of respondents experiencing an increase of more than 16%, while the corresponding percentage increase for hub-non hub routes ranges from 6 to 15% as per 52% of the respondents;
as for non hub-non hub mutes, all respondents have assessed the traffic increase as moderate, with the percentages equally divided between the 0-5% and the 6-15% brackets. These results seem absolutely reasonable considering that all global carriers, especially the major ones, operate on the hub and spoke system 2 and the whole alliance organisation aims at increasing the hub-hub lraffic, especially the highyielding and efficient wansaflantic routes.
International major carders, including all the American airlines, many of the European and South American carriers claimed that alliances have had a significant impact on their hub-hub.
In case of the American and European camps this is due to the fact that they were the first otmrators to implmnent the hub and spoke system.
However,
Asian carriers claimed a moderate increase in their tza_c on their hub-hub routes. This could be due to the possibility, that these carriers have not exploited their hubs operation to the same extent as their counterparts in the US and Europe. It must also be born in mind that the US and European partners in most cases have benefited from antitrust immunity 3 which allows them to harmonise their operation more effectively.
2 An operational system for deploying aircraft that enables a cartier to increase service options at all airports encompassed by the system. It retails the use of a strategically located airport (the hub)served by more than one airline as a passenger exchange point for flights to and from outlying towns and cities (the spokes or non-hub). With this system flights fromnumerc_ points (the spokes) arrive at and then depart from a common point (the hub) within a short time from so that traffic arriving from any given point can connect to flights departing to numm-ousother points. At the hub airport inbound and outbound schedules, that is the connecting traffic, are coordinated with the aim of producing the most convenient and/or transshipment for passengers.
3 Antitrust immunity firom US antitrust laws enables partner airlines to make joint decisions on pricing, scheduling capacity provision and service quality. Without such immunity airline alliances would be very restricted in terms of what aspects of their business they could jointly undertake Hub -Hub Hub -Non-hub Non-hub -Non-hub D Significant Impact • Some Impact I"1 No Impact
The impact of alliance on traffic by type of cooperation
It was revealing that among the chosen types of cooperation, that is FFP, Code Share, Strategic Alliance with antitrust immunity and Strategic Alliance without antitrust immunity, it is Code Sharing and Strategic airline Alliances with antitrust immunity that seem to be regarded as the most efficient form of cooperation by the airlines themselves without certainly disregarding the significance and contribution of the other two. Several respondents also stressed that the impact of antitrust immunity is just beginning to unfold but they consider it as a very important element as it provides airlines with ability and flexibility and possibility to coordinate their activities in scheduling and pricing. A very small number of Asian carriers believe that strategic alliances have no impact on traffic. This can be attributed to the fact that Strategic
Alliances are evolving in a risky and uncertain environment in which airlines are demanded to make a commitment without being certain of the future evolution of the alliance. 
4_3 The impact of alliance on traffic by alliance groupings
The SkyTeam members seemed to be the most satisfied from the alliance performance followed by the Star Alliance members. No member of the oneworld alliance has rated their alliance cooperation as "excellent" and it has the only cartier that has taken a neutral attitude towards alliances. This is probably due to the lack of deeper cooperation among the members. This by alliance comparative review points out that antitrust immunity is a major parameter for the success of an alliance as far as traffic is concerned.
Almost all members in the SkyTeam and "Wings" believe that the most increase in traffic has taken place on their hub-hub mutes where as the corresponding percentage for onewodd and Star Alliance is 50% and 80% respectively. "Wings" has experienced the highest increase on its hub-non hub mutes. It must be born in mind that "Wings" is made up of only two carriers, therefore it is difficult to compare it with the other alliances whose membership ranges from 6 to 13 members. While medium size airlines are generally satisfied with their alliance cooperation, small carriers have some reservation about their relationship with their parmers. This could be due to their influence on the decision making within the alliance groupings. The medium and small carriers have also benefited from an increase in traffic due to formation of alliances but it has taken them longer-up to two years -to experience the rise in tm_c.
A large proportion has experienced up to 15% increase in traffic.
This could be due to the fact that their base traffic is smaller than that of the larger carriers. It is interesting to note that medium and small carriers believe frequent flyer programme cooperation and Code Sharing have had a significant impact on their traffic. Clearly small and medium sized carriers benefit more by joining the large airline frequent flyer programmes.
Figure 6
The impact of the different alliance cooperation types on traffic by airline size effects. This is thereason alsowhyhalf of thecarriersfromthis region-thehighest percentage among all regions -characterize alliances as "excellent". The greatest increase in fares has been registered in Asia, whereas as far as costs are concerned it is European carries that report the most significant decrease, since the carriers of this region are among those that feel more pressingly the need to reduce costs. As it was expected, it is the North American airlines followed by the European ones that have experienced the most significant positive impact from antitrust immunity since it is they that have the majority of these exemptions. South American carriers that seem to have experienced the greatest increase in traffic, which can be explained both by the fact that it is the area that is undergoing the greatest increase in traffic and by the fact that these carriers had a rather limited network before the establishment of the alliances. No airline of this region has recorded an increase lower than 6%. Asia and Oceania is the region that has stated the second greatest increase in traffic, with the majority of carriers stating an increase in traffic ranging from 6 to 15%. This geographic region includes many developing countries and has organized in these last years many important athletic events.
European carriers have declared the lowest increase since the carriers from this region had before the formation of the alliances an extensive network and numerous connections with all the other geographical regions of the world. 
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